In upland areas ofthe New England province (Thornbury, 1965) , it is often difficult to examine soil profiles and determine the depth to bedrock using tiling shovels, hand augers, and probes because rock fragments and dense layers of basal till limit penetration. The probability of encountering rock fragments with a soil auger increases with soil depth and therefore limits the potential of observing deep (1.0-1.5 m) and very deep (> 1.5 m) soils. l Soil scientists are often uncertain as to whether probing was halted by a rock fragment or bedrock.
Limited by the tools normally used, soil scientists must infer the depth to bedrock from vegetative cover and landscape position. Predictions made of the occurrence and depth to bedrock from landforms and landscape components are often made on the basis of a small number of observations. On uplands within the New England province, bedrock is generally assumed to be shallower on higher-lying, convex surfaces and to be more deeply buried beneath thicker deposits of till on lower-lying concave surfaces. The till is considered a blanket deposit that mantles the underlying topography of the bedrock surface.
Soil-mapping decisions are often made in the field based on soil-landscape relationships. Inferences concerning soil depth are often based on anticipated rather than confirmed depths to bedrock. In areas of shallow and less variable depths to bedrock, these inferences are probably, reasonably accurate. Where depth to bedrock is highly variable, inferences are less accurate and depths are likely to be underestimated. Unfortunately, even in areas of "bedrock controlled" or glacial-scoured uplands in the New England province, the depth to bedrock cannot be predicted from landscape position alone. Improved soil-landscape information is needed.
In recent years, computergraphic programs have been used to improve our understanding of soil-landscape relationships (Hock et al., 1973; Norton, 1984 Norton, , 1986 Stolt and Rabenhorst, 1987) , and to aid map unit design (Sobecki and Wilding, 1982; Wilding, 1985) . The construction of computer-generated threedimensional surface nets and two-dimensional contour maps generally requires the use of systematic sampling methods.
Systematic Sampling with Ground-Penetrating Radar
With systematic sampling, the first sampling point is randomly selected; all other points are located at a regular interval, usually in a grid format (Berry, 1962) . Compared with simple random sampling, systematic sampling often ensures greater areal coverage and information (King, 1969) , and is generally more precise (Webster, 1977) . However, with systematic sampling all points do not
